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West's Key Number Digest 
West's Key Number Digest, Fraudiii=s10 


A.L.R. Library 


Misrepresentation by one other than insurance agent as to coverage, exclusion, or legal effect of insurance policy, as 
actionable, 29 A.L.R.2d 213 





The rule that fraud cannot be based upon misrepresentations as to matters of law or expressions of opinion as to what is the 
law governing a particular transaction has been applied in many different situations. Pursuant to this principle it has been held 
that, as a rule, fraud cannot be predicated on misrepresentations as to the legal effect of a written instrument! as, for example, 


a deed,” a note and mortgage,” a federal land warrant,’ or a contract of insurance.” 


The principle of nonresponsibility for misrepresentations of law has been applied to a statement by a doctor to a widow that it 
was legally compulsory for her to have an autopsy performed on the body of her husband;° to representations as to matters of 
law related to the presence of mold in a home; / to an opinion as to when an option given to a third person for the purchase of 
land will expire;® to representations as to the responsibility of a father and mother for the debts of their son;” and to expressions 
of opinion by the vendor or vendee of realty as to the liens that certain property is subject to, or as to its freedom from liens, /° 


or a false representation by a vendor of land as to a matter of law relating to rights in and to the land.!! 
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In the absence of circumstances evoking exceptions to the general rule, !* it appears that misrepresentations as to tax law are 


within the rule that fraud cannot be predicated upon misrepresentations as to law.! 
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